Brecht, it was a case of parallel evolution rather than of direct influence. Brechtian theorizing and its influence on Augusto Boal's approach has been widely acknowledged. Some critics state that Boal extended ideas similar to Brecht's but improved upon them by transforming the audience from a reflective passive stance to an active participant. Yet Boal does more than merely extend or elaborate on the theories of Brecht. Brecht formulated his theory through critical and intellectual analysis, while Boal co-created his approach with individuals whom he was both teaching and learning from at the same time. Since Boal's work is based on four decades of practice, there is a commitment in his ideas that is far less intellectual and more practical, a passion in his devotion to transforming audience expectation and response that is wholly absent in Brechtian theorizing.
Introduction
The first time Latin America encountered Bertolt Brecht (1898 Brecht ( -1956 Columbian playwrights Enrique Buenaventura and Griselda Gambaro applied Brecht's epic structure to their plays, Documents from Hell (1968) and Information for Foreigners (1972) . In both of these plays, Buenaventura and Gambaro emphasized the overtly political tendencies they had Those visits were not without consequence, as evidenced by the military junta's ban on travel to East Germany in 1968. In some ways, Brecht's techniques helped artists like Guarnieri to maintain hope that Brazilian theatre had been "internationalized" enough for appeals to the outside world to have some resonance and even evoke some response to the suppression Brazilian theatre artists were enduring under the junta.
This was the time of a dramaturgy that matured into an International Theatre of the Occasion dictated by the need for an immediate response. Stage language became more important than the making of new styles: ways had to be found around censorship. Theatre developed in response to the police but suffered severe limitations because everyone had to use allusions and metaphors. These were times of silence --or shouts --and sometimes uncontrolled, impatient whispers. all his activities, but his preference for modest spectacle, unlike Piscator's earlier model of "epic theatre," had an enormous appeal for Nuevo Theatro practitioners. They were chronically underfinanced, not only because they received no subsidy, but also because the kind of work they did focused on audiences who were themselves without financial advantages. Thus the challenges of theatre practice Brecht had to face were often completely different from those which Latin American directors encountered. Yet they found in Brecht an ideological confederate, whose commitment to social and political transformation superseded the vast financial and institutional differences between them. His approach not to interpret existing systems but to change them was what Nuevo Teatro found most important. In his notes to Erwin Strittmatter's play Katzgraben, Brecht asserts that theatre should urge the audience to transform the world with critical knowledge.
To accomplish that transformation, theatre practitioners "must infect a working-class audience."
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Latin American Nuevo Teatro practice liked the idea of "infecting" their audiences, because an infection is conspiratorial and more difficult to suppress than an obvious malady. Some Latin American theatre practitioners initially tried to implement the more obvious of Brecht's epic theatre techniques and to follow his ideology strictly. They soon discovered that any successes they might initially have would ultimately be provisional. Without generous governmental subsidy, Brecht's theatre practice was an unrealistic proposal. It was also dangerous; police in most Latin American countries had authority to shut down any theatre performance they deemed subversive or objectionable. On an intellectual level, however, Brecht's ability to infuse "the epic form with
Marxist ideology" provided Latin American artists with "one more way of framing and making sense of Latin America's revolutionary praxis and aspirations." Furthermore, as Diana Taylor In order to approach their audiences, troupes like the Yuyachkani began studying various languages, cultures, music, dances, songs, and other performance codes imbedded in indigenous communities. In one instance, Yuyachkani troupe members invited residents from various indigenous communities to join their theatre group and teach them. They studied various languages and learned the folklore of various communities in the Andes. In such efforts, implementing
Brecht's methods were irrelevant. Like Brecht, they borrowed from non-Western approaches and were agreeable to experimentation. Some of these approaches and experiments became known to other leftist theatre troupes.
Some of those troupes were in Brazil. According to Fernando Peixoto, the director of theatre at the Verfremdung, which distanced the audience from the action. Such techniques dissuaded the audience from the empathy expected in traditional dramatic presentations. They would instead be impelled to observe and judge the contradictions presented on the stage and take a critical attitude towards the proceedings.
Brecht employed the term "epic" as the title of his theory, a term with literary antecedents in use predating Brecht by several centuries. He used the term to emphasize specific features of his dramaturgy that opposed traditional Aristotelian dramatic structure. While the audience was involved with the situation of the character through empathy in Aristotelian theatre, for example, Brecht sought to turn his spectators into critical observers, thus hopefully increasing their capacity for subsequent action on their own. While the traditional theatre seduces them with empty emotions, Brechtian theatre asks his audience to make decisions. In the former, a man is essentially unchanged, whereas in Brecht he is brought to change and, indeed, enabled to change. At the core of the dialectic between Aristotelian and Brechtian hypotheses is traditional theatre's encouragement through empathy of passivity in the audience, assuming that spectators accept the world, as it is, as unalterable. The two main mechanisms fueling this are catharsis and empathy. In the latter one, spectators completely identify with the main character-to the point of having the feelings of the main character, and central to the former process is the climactic scene, a scene intended to purge the audience of pity and fear or of something. Some would say using pity and fear purging us of other feelings, such as in Boal's estimation, the desire to change a world that would bring inevitable destruction. Brecht sought alternatives to such "traditional" dramatic structures by insisting that his performers not turn into their characters and identify with them, but rather present them for inspection and contemplation. Doing so would bring the audience to observe the character objectively and, by insisting that the play should have an open ending instead of a cathartic climax, the play would incite audiences to complete the play through their own actions out in the world at large. Thus, the end of the play would be found in the lives of its audience, and the audience would become the true center of the play. It was as if by rejecting passive acceptance of the situation illustrated in the play the spectators accepted recruitment as members of a legion commissioned to go out into the world and complete the play in terms of the social and political vision informing it. Brecht wanted his epic theatre to unmask the widespread accepted view of social and political conditions and help the masses escape being the passive objects of history and lead them to become the active subjects of history. Brecht believed that the sole goal of revolutionary art was to motivate active participation in the world towards an attack on the social, political, and economic status quo. That attack was to begin during the performance. While the audience perceives the disorienting views of the world offered to them, it is at the same time being inculcated with solutions necessary to bring about a reorientation that would allow them, through subsequent action, to remake the world around them and remove the contradictions confronting them.
Rejecting passivity was the first step in epic theatre, but only the first step. The intention remains incomplete, because though now the audience has been brought, through critical thought, to understand the relations between the economic base and the superstructure of the social formation exposed in the play, there remains no infallible mechanism to lead the audience from the theatre and into the streets. The problems of society have been exposed, and the solutions proposed, or implied or asked for, but the means leading from the first to the second have not been forthcoming beyond perhaps, the rather vague notion of "revolution." While Brecht reveals the rot of society and envisions its resurrection, the one variable in his formula over which he has no control eluded him both theoretically and practically. The audience itself was that variable. Brecht had no way to insure that the audience will be inspired to leave the theatre literally or figuratively to take up arms against the status quo. The reason might be that Brecht's staged analyses of social condition, his avoidance of presenting characters whose function is to stimulate critical thinking among the audience simultaneously and inevitably avoids the very thing needed to inspire the audience, namely emotion. Brecht's method is quite simply too intellectual and too rational. Those in full rational control of themselves rarely mount the street barricades. The result is an unavoidable conclusion that certain prominent elements of epic theatre were doomed. At the core of this failure is the basic fact that Brecht's dramaturgy, while radical in theory, was really not that radical in practice. It neither inspired nor enabled the audience to take the kind of revolutionary action for which the presentation called. As John Willet notes,
Verfremdung… is a matter of detachment, of reorientation: exactly what Shelley meant when he wrote that poetry "makes familiar objects to be as if they were not familiar," or Schopenhauer when he claimed that art must show "common objects of experience in a light that is at once clear and unfamiliar." The value of this conception for Brecht was that it offered a new way of judging and explaining those means of achieving critical detachment, which he had hitherto called "epic." It did not, so far as an outsider can see, lead him to change those means or introduce new ones, or even to make the overdue distinction between them and "epic" narration
proper; for Verfremdung and Episierung seem to have been used by him to mean exactly the same thing. But it gave a rational basis to conclusion at which he had already arrived.
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Brecht's theatre audiences were primarily composed of intellectuals, politicians, and social theoreticians. His theatre was rarely more than a presentation to the already converted. His theories were conceived not in the give-and-take of everyday theatrical practice but in the rarefied atmosphere of one who sets before him a problem conceived on paper and resolved on paper.
Brecht with his theories achieved to ask the questions that has been instrumental in slowly dismantling bourgeois theatre but, unfortunately when his theories actually placed before what should be ideal audiences, it fell flat. One reason for this could be that Brecht failed to take as his raw material the actual experience of those in the audience. Had he done so, his theories in fact, might have come to resemble those which Boal ultimately articulated.
Brecht's attachment to Marxism limited his direct contact with the very people he sought most to convince. As a Marxist tied to an ideology, Brecht was unable to adapt his dramaturgy to the realities of both theatrical practice and human nature, those very elements which so many 20 that division by claiming a specialization. He divided revolutionary activity between physically "holding the gun" and intellectually "holding the pen." His stance was thoroughly bourgeois and class-oriented, opposed to a central tenet of the Marxist philosophy he so ardently espoused. His contradictory posture was analogous to the vagaries of the "epic theatre," one reason there are few instances in which Brecht successfully instigated political or social transformation. Boal, on the other hand, extended ideas similar to Brecht's but improved upon them by "transforming the spectator from a reflective stance to an active one." 24 Yet Boal does more than merely extend or elaborate on the theories of Brecht. Since Boal's work is based on four decades of practice, there is a commitment in his ideas that is far less intellectual and more practical, a passion in his devotion to transforming audience expectation and response that is wholly absent in Brechtian theoring. Brecht is Greman afterall, and Boal is Latin American. Boal is thus more than a latter-day Brechtian. Brecht's reputation among historians and theorists benefited from his well-established canon of fully scripted plays; Boal's legacy tends to consist of very sketchy instructions intended to assist the performance of his plays. Boal also disappoints many Marxists because his aesthetic system is devoted to the process of adaptation and taking new shape where conditions require. Boal's practice, ideas, and body of work has emerged from the practice, day after day, month after month, year after year, of a man wholly committed to a theatre free from elitist constraints. His work offers none of the commercial advantages theatre professionals have enjoyed over the decades, profiting enormously from the thoroughly capitalist appeal Brecht presents to producers, directors, recording artists, publishers, and other members of a distinctly non-Marxist elite thus the continued use of Brecht's plays in privileged regional theatres. Boal in many ways deprives such elites of their traditional power, breaks down walls between audience and actor and transforms the stage into a rehearsal area for revolution. Brecht formulated his theory through critical and intellectual analysis, while Boal co-created his approach with individuals whom he was both teaching and learning from at the same time. Thus Boal's theories are a demonstration of a result of a lived practice.
